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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the RCE filed on 1/14/2005. 

2. Claims 1, 5, 17 and 37 have been amended. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 3-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. In claims 3-4, the limitation "including suppressing 
the reporting of input attribute", the present specification does not describe the above 
limitation in the claim?. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 

for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 

regards as the invention. 
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As per claim 1, in line 4, the limitation "providing said program, said program 
having interactions" is unclear. The Examiner interprets the claim limitation as 
"providing said program having interactions". 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-2, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Flanagan et al (Flanagan), US 6,243,737. 



As per claim /, Flanagan et al (Flanagan) discloses: 



- a method in a computer system for determining resolution of attributes of a 
program (Abstract, col 17, lines 10-19) 



analyzing the program prior to run time (Abstract), where " The host inputs 
are resolved to addressable references before run-time" clearly shows that 
analyzing the program prior to run-time as claimed 
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- each interaction having command with attributes (abstract, and in col 5 lines 

50- 55) 

- program having interactions (col 6, lines 15-22), where " transactions" are 
interactions 

- identifying a sequence of interactions of the program (col 8, lines 45-54) 

- for each command of the interaction for each input attribute of the command, 
identifying an output attribute corresponding to the input attribute (col 7 lines 

51- 55), where " the host transaction B has two host input fields (HBI-1 and 
HBI-2) and two host output fields (HBO- 1 and HBO-2)" clearly shows that 
identifying an output attribute corresponding to the input attribute as claimed 

- indicating that the input attribute is resolved if the identified output attribute 
has been indicated as resolved (col 2, lines 19-26, col 17, lines 11-19) 

- indicating that the input attribute is not resolved if the identified output 
attribute has not been indicated as resolved (col 17,lines 50-57 and col 18 
lines 23-29) 

- for each output attribute of the command, indicating that the output attribute is 
resolved (col 1 7 lines 53-56, col 1 8 lines 20-27). 
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As per claim 2, Flanagan et al (Flanagan) discloses: 

- including reporting input attributes whose resolution is set to unresolved (col 
21, lines 45-64), where error message is made if the host transaction is failed. 
The host transaction is failed if all the input and corresponding output has not 
received (i.e. input attribute is not resolved) (col 21 lines 42-60). 

As per claim 28, Flanagan et al (Flanagan) discloses: 

- a computer system for processing each function of a computer program prior 
to runtime by of each input parameter of the function , determining whether a 
source of input parameter would be resolved (Abstract), during execution of 
the computer program (col 3 lines 21-26, col 1 lines 39-41), 

- and for each output parameter of the function, indicating the output parameter 
is resolved (col 18, lines 5-10, col 18 lines 23-29, col 17, lines 10-20), 

- wherein output parameters are sources of input parameters (col 18, lines 6- 
10), where " host input fields that generate the host output field" , clearly 
shows that output parameters are sources of input parameters as claimed. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5-8, 1 1 -20, 22-27, 29-31 , 33-41 , 43-45 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Flanagan, US 6,243,737 and further in view 
of Barritz et al, Barritz (US 6,519,766) 

As per claims 5 f 17, Flanagan et al (Flanagan) discloses: 

- verifying resolution of input parameters of function of a computer program 
before executing the computer program (Flanagan, abstract) 

- each input parameter of the function indicating that the input parameter is 
resolved if a corresponding output parameter has been indicated as resolved 
as a result of execution having previously processed (col 2, lines 19-26, col 

1 7, lines 11-19, col 1 5, lines 66-67 and col 1 6 lines 1-10) 

- for each output parameter of the function, indicating that the output parameter 
is resolved (col 17 lines 53-56, col 18 lines 20-27). 
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- Flanagan discloses resolving the references during execution time. Flanagan 
does not specifically disclose path of the execution identifying a sequence of 
function of the computer program. However, Barritz discloses path of the 
execution identifying a sequence of function of the computer program (Barritz, 
abstract). The modification would be obvious because one of the ordinary 
skill in the art would be motivated to evaluate the performance of the program 
under evaluation. 

For claims 6, 18, 29, 39, {Flanagan, abstract, col 1, lines 6-10, col 2 lines 11-26). 

For claims 7, 19, 30, 40, (Flanagan, col 2 lines 11-26). 

For claims 8, 20, 31, 41, (Flanagan, col 6 lines 15-22). 

For claim 37, see the rejection of claim 5. 

For claims 11, 22, 33, ^Flanagan, col 3 lines 45-60), 

For claims 12, 23, {Flanagan, col 10 lines 26-29), where input has a specific 
name and in col 1 1 lines 1-5 shows that output has the similar information 
(name) as input. 

For claim 13, 24, {Flanagan, Fig 20 B). 

For claims 14, 25, 34, 43, {Flanagan, col 11 lines 50-65). 
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For claims 15, 26, 35, 44, {Flanagan, col 11 lines 63-67, col 12 lines 1-25). 

For claims 16, 27, 36, 45 {Flanagan, col 12, lines 10-15). 

For claim 38, (Flanagan, col 11, lines 63-67 col 12 lines 1-15), where the 
adminstrator (user) enter the information in the field and the field type may be 
" integer which is a primitive type and in the runtime is shown in (col 5 lines 60- 
63). 

7. Claims 9, 21, 32, 42, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Flanagan, US 6,243,737 and further in view of Barritz et al, (Barritz), 
US 6,519,766 and Lindsay et al (Lindsay), US 6,754,670. 

As per claims 9, 21, 32, 42, neither Flanagan nor Barritz disclose set and get 
methods as claimed. However, Lindsay discloses set and get methods as 
claimed (Lindsay, col 3, lines 66-67, col 4 lines 1-5). The modification would be 
obvious because one of the ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to update 
the internal object attributes. 

8. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Flanagan, US 6,243,737 and further in view of Barritz et al, (Barritz), US 6,519,766, 
Lindsay et al (Lindsay), US 6,754,670 and official notices taken by the examiner. 

As per claim 10, Lindsay does not specifically disclose attribute values set with 
an assignment statement. However, official notice is taken for setting values with 
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an assignment statement. The modification would be obvious because one of 
the ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to compute the attribute value 
efficiently. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made or record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

TITLE: Multi-object fetch component, US 6529948 B1 

TITLE: Method of performing a reverse analysis of a program and its apparatus, US 
5970244 A 

TITLE: Events as activities in process models of workflow management systems, US 
6065009 A 

TITLE: System for I/O management where I/O operations are determined to be direct or 
indirect based on hardware coupling manners and/or program privilege modes, US 
5925109 A 

TITLE: Method and apparatus for software testing using a differential testing technique 
to test compilers, US 5754860 A 

TITLE: System for monitoring and analysis of a continuous process, US 4752897 A 
TITLE: Object oriented method of structuring a software step program, US 6226783 B1 
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TITLE: Method and apparatus for controlling the deferred execution of user requests in 
a data processing system, US 5448731 A 

TITLE: Method of determining the unique ID of an object through analysis of attributes 
related to the object, US 5946681 A. 

TITLE: Computer-readable recording medium storing resolution converting program, 
resolution converting device and resolution converting method, US 6820137 B2. 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chameli Das whose telephone number is 571- 
272-3696. 

The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 7:00 A.M. to 3:30 
P.M. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor Tuan Dam can be reached at 571-272-3695. The fax 
number for this group is (703) 872-9306. 




CHAMELI C. DAS 
oq 'MARY EXAMINER 



